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       THE FOREST, PAPER AND PACKAGING INDUSTRY AND SUSTAINABILITY  
   Peter Jones and Daphne Comfort 
 
Abstract 
 The aim of this paper is to offer an exploratory review of the sustainability agendas 
and achievements reported by the leading global companies within the forest, paper and 
packaging industry. The paper begins with brief outlines of corporate sustainability and the 
growing interest in sustainability reporting and the empirical material for the paper is drawn 
from the most recent sustainability reports posted on the leading forest, paper and 
paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies͛ Đoƌpoƌate ǁeďsites. The fiŶdiŶgs ƌeǀeal ǁhile the leadiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies 
within the industry recognised the impacts their businesses have on the environment, on 
society and to a lesser extent on the economy, there are variations in the character, extent 
and detail of the sustainability reporting process. That said the sustainability reports 
included details of a wide range of environmental, social and economic issues but more 
generally the reports had a number of weaknesses that, at least partly, undermine their 
tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd ĐƌediďilitǇ. The authoƌs also aƌgue that the seleĐted ĐoŵpaŶies͛ 
definitions of, and commitments to, sustainability are principally driven by business 
imperatives as by any fundamental concern to maintain the viability and integrity of natural 
and social capital. More critically the authors argue that this approach is couched within 
existing business models centred on continuing growth and consumption. The paper 
provides an accessible review of current approaches to sustainability in the global forest, 
paper and packaging industry and as such it will interest professionals working in the 
industry and its supply chain as well as academics and students interested in business 
strategy and sustainability. 
Keywords – forest, paper and packaging industry: corporate sustainability; sustainability 
reporting; environment; society; assurance; materiality. 
 
 
Introduction 
 The forest, paper and packaging industry provides an important illustration of the 
principal and controversial elements in the consumer supply chains which underpin modern 
consumption, in that it links primary production, manufacturing and retailing. While 
packaging encompasses a wide range of materials including paper and paper board, plastic, 
metal, glass and wood, in 2015 paper and paper board packaging had the largest (31%) 
share of the global packaging market (All Pack 2017). While there is no precise 
differentiation between paper and paperboard, though the latter is generally thicker than 
the former, but both are ultimately produced from virgin sources, principally wood. As such 
paper and paper board packaging make major demands on natural timber resources and 
their disposal has a direct impact on the environment and widespread concerns have been 
expressed about the environmental impact of such packaging materials. In outlining the 
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environmental impact of paper based packaging, for example, Michael Warner, a Senior 
Resource Campaigner at Friends of the Earth, argued that ͚eaĐh stage of pƌoduĐtioŶ – 
forestry, pulping, processing and printing – has associated environmental and human 
iŵpaĐts͛ (Raconteur 2013, webpage). The environmental pressure group the World Wildlife 
Fund (2017), for example, argued that ͚the foƌest pƌactices associated with some pulp and 
papeƌ opeƌatioŶs haǀe had deǀastatiŶg iŵpaĐts oŶ soŵe of the ǁoƌld͛s most ecologically 
important plants and species.͛ More specifically Michael Warner argued that ͚ the 
pƌoduĐtioŶ pƌoĐess takes its toll͛  in that ͚tƌaŶsforming wood from trees into thin uniform 
papeƌ pƌoduĐts ƌeƋuiƌes the iŶteŶsiǀe use of ǁood, eŶeƌgǇ aŶd ĐheŵiĐals͛ and that ͚ĐleaƌiŶg 
foƌests foƌ paĐkagiŶg also ǁoƌseŶs Đliŵate ĐhaŶge͛ (Raconteur 2013, webpage). The World 
Wildlife Fund (2017) also claimed that pulp and paper operations have contributed to 
͚huŵaŶ ƌights aŶd soĐial ĐoŶfliĐts͛ and the Environmental Association for the Universities 
aŶd Colleges ;ϮϬϭϬͿ suggested that the ͚poteŶtial iŵpaĐts oŶ pooƌ people of foƌestƌǇ aĐtiǀitǇ 
include ͚daŶgeƌous aŶd pooƌlǇ paid ǁoƌk͛, ͚daŵage to people alƌeadǇ depeŶdeŶt oŶ foƌests 
foƌ food͛ and ͚fuel͛, and ͚pollutioŶ iŵpaĐts oŶ loĐal ĐoŵŵuŶities aŶd liǀelihoods.͛ The World 
Wildlife Fund (2017) also claimed that ͚ŵakiŶg pulp aŶd papeƌ ƌeƋuiƌes ǀast aŵouŶts of 
water͛, that ͚the pulp aŶd papeƌ iŶdustƌǇ is the siŶgle laƌgest ĐoŶsuŵeƌ of ǁateƌ used iŶ 
iŶdustƌial aĐtiǀities iŶ deǀeloped ĐouŶtƌies͛ and that ͚papeƌ ŵills ŵaǇ also disĐhaƌge ŵaŶǇ 
pollutants in surrounding water bodies, which causes damage to aquatic ecosystems and 
thƌeateŶs the health of people that liǀe Ŷeaƌ the ŵill.͛  
 On the other hand Jane Bickerstaffe, Director of the Industry Council for Research on 
Packaging and the Environment, claimed that the packaging industry ͚peƌfoƌŵs a ŵajoƌ ƌole 
in protecting far more resources than it uses and preventing far more waste than it 
geŶeƌates͛ and in a similar vein Europen (2011), the European Organisation for Packaging 
and the Environment,  argued that the packaging industry has claimed that ͚paĐkagiŶg 
clearly contƌiďutes to sustaiŶaďilitǇ ďǇ liŵitiŶg pƌoduĐt ǁaste aŶd oǀeƌ pƌoduĐtioŶ.͛ At the 
same time the forest, paper and packaging industry is an important source of employment. 
The American Forest and Paper Association (2014), for example, claimed that in the US the 
forest products industry accounted for 4% of total Manufacturing GDP, that it employs over 
900, 000 people, which is more than those employed in the automotive, chemical and 
plastics industries, and that the industry is among the top ten manufacturing sector 
employees in 47 states. Contrasting and in many ways contested views on packaging throws 
the issue of sustainability into sharp relief. Mikkila and Toppinen (2008), for example, 
argued that ͚foƌest ďased iŶdustƌǇ has a crucial role in global sustainable development 
because of its unique raw material base and its increasing gloďalisatioŶ͛ while more 
generally PricewaterhouseCoopers (2010, p. 18) argued that ͚uŶless the iŶdustƌǇ ďeĐoŵes 
more proactive in the debate about the definition and role of sustainable packaging, it runs 
the risk of packaging continuing to receive disproportionate attention for its environmental 
impact͛ but more recently Bouw (2014) claimed that ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ is a top priority among 
the ǁoƌld͛s foƌest, papeƌ aŶd paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies.͛ With this in mind the aim of this paper 
is to offer an exploratory review of the sustainability agendas and achievements reported by 
the leading companies within the global forest, paper and packaging industry. The paper 
begins with brief outlines of corporate sustainability and the growing interest in 
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sustainability reporting. This is followed by a review of the most recently published 
sustainability reports from the leading global forest, paper and packaging companies and 
the paper concludes by offering some reflections on current approaches to sustainability 
within the industry.  
Corporate Sustainability and Sustainability Reporting 
As investors, consumers, governments, interests groups and the media have become 
more acutely aware about the environmental, social and economic impacts of business 
activities so corporate sustainability initiatives have assumed ever increasing importance.  
KPMG (2012, webpage), for example, suggested that ͚the eǀideŶĐe that sustaiŶaďilitǇ is 
becoming a core consideration for successful businesses around the world grows stronger 
eǀeƌǇ daǇ.͛ While there is broad agreement that corporate sustainability is concerned with 
environmental, social and economic issues and with governance, there is little consensus in 
defining the term and a number of meanings can be identified. There are definitions which 
seem to emphasise business continuity. Dyllick and Hockerts (2002, p13), for example, 
define corporate sustainability as ͚ŵeetiŶg the Ŷeeds of a fiƌŵ͛s diƌeĐt aŶd iŶdiƌeĐt 
shareholdeƌs……. ǁithout ĐoŵpƌoŵisiŶg its aďilitǇ to ŵeet the Ŷeeds of futuƌe stakeholdeƌs 
as ǁell.͛ There are also definitions that look to include environmental and social goals and to 
formally incorporate these goals into corporate strategy. van Marrewijk and Werre (2002, p. 
107), for example, argued that ͚Đoƌpoƌate sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌefeƌs to a ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s aĐtiǀities – 
voluntary by definition – deŵoŶstƌatiŶg the iŶĐlusioŶ of soĐial aŶd eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal ĐoŶĐeƌŶs.͛  
In some ways Amini and Bienstock (2014, p.13) combined both approaches and argued that 
corporate sustainability ͚eŵďƌaĐes the idea that aŶ oƌgaŶizatioŶ, iŶ oƌdeƌ to ƌeŵaiŶ 
fundamentally sustainable in the long term, must consider all of the contexts in which it is 
eŵďedded: eĐoŶoŵiĐ, soĐial aŶd eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal.͛ 
 More generally corporate sustainability is increasingly seen to incorporate the 
related concepts of sustainable development and the creation of shared value. Sustainable 
development, ŵost ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ defiŶed as ͚development that meets the needs of the present 
ǁithout ĐoŵpƌoŵisiŶg the aďilitǇ of futuƌe geŶeƌatioŶs to ŵeet theiƌ oǁŶ Ŷeeds͛ (World 
Commission on Environment and Development 1987, p. 43. The more recently developed 
concept of creating shared value has been ͚defiŶed as poliĐies aŶd pƌaĐtiĐes that enhance 
the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously addressing the economic and social 
conditions in the communities in which it opeƌates͛;Poƌteƌ aŶd Kƌaŵeƌ ϮϬϭϭ, p. ϳϴͿ. In many 
ways all three concepts share a common, if competing, set of theoretical underpinnings. 
Garriga and Mele (2004, p. 51), identified four groups of theories namely instrumental 
theories, political theories, integrative theories and ethical theories, based on ͚ethiĐal 
ƌespoŶsiďilities of ĐoƌpoƌatioŶs to soĐietǇ.͛ Further Garriga and Mele (2004) suggested that 
in practice, each theory presents four dimensions related to profits, political performance, 
social demands and ethical values. More recently Lozano et al. (2015) have reviewed how a 
wide range of theories of the firm have contributed to corporate sustainability but 
suggested that each of these theories is limited in that they each address specific 
dimensions of sustainability. The authors concluded by proposing a new theory which, they 
argued, provides corporations, and their stakeholders, with a more complete vision of their 
obligations, opportunities, relations and processes in ͚helpiŶg to ŵake soĐieties ŵoƌe 
eƋuitaďle aŶd sustaiŶaďle iŶ the shoƌt aŶd loŶg teƌŵ͛ (Lozano 2015, p. 430).
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The growing interest in and commitment to corporate sustainability has seen the 
emergence of sustainability reporting across a wide range of companies and organisations. 
In essence sustainability reporting is a general term used to describe how a company, or an 
organisation, publicly reports on its environmental, social and economic impacts and 
performance. For the Global Reporting Initiative (2011, webpage) ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌtiŶg is 
the practice of measuring, disclosing, and being accountable to internal and external 
stakeholders for orgaŶizatioŶal peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe toǁaƌds the goal of sustaiŶaďle deǀelopŵeŶt.͛ 
van Wensen et. al. (2011, p.14) argued that ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌtiŶg is the pƌoǀisioŶ of 
environmental, social and governance information within documents such as annual reports 
and sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌts.͛ 
 
IŶ soŵe ǁaǇs sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌtiŶg has ďeĐoŵe aŶ ͚iŶdustƌǇ͛ iŶ itself aŶd a Ŷuŵďeƌ 
of private companies and voluntary organisations offer sustainability reporting services and 
frameworks. The United Nations Environment Programme (2013, p.21), for example, 
identified a number of ͚ƌepoƌtiŶg fƌaŵeǁoƌks aŶd pƌotoĐols, ƌepoƌtiŶg sǇsteŵs, staŶdaƌds 
aŶd guideliŶes͛ but argued that the Global Reporting Initiative ͚has ďeĐoŵe the leadiŶg 
gloďal fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌtiŶg͛ and cited its comprehensive scope, its 
commitment to continuous improvement and its consensus approach as being important in 
contributing to its pre-eminence in the field. Originally founded in 1997 the Global 
Reporting Initiative reporting framework has progressively evolved from the original G1 
Guidelines launched in 2000 into the current G4 Guidelines introduced in 2013. Within the 
current G4 Guidelines materiality and external assurance are seen to be of central 
importance. Materiality is concerned with who is involved in identifying the environmental, 
social and economic issues that matter most to a company and its stakeholders and how 
this process is undertaken. External assurance is a procedure employed to provide 
confidence in both the accuracy and the reliability of the reporting process.  
 
More generally the growth in corporate sustainability reporting and an increasing 
focus on materiality and external assurance in the reporting process all reflect calls for 
greater transparency within sustainability reporting. Sustainability (2014, p.10) defined 
͚effeĐtiǀe Đoƌpoƌate tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ͛ as being ͚ǁheŶ a ĐoŵpaŶǇ pƌoǀides oƌ ŵakes aǀailaďle 
appropriate and timely information to all relevant stakeholders with the intention of 
optimizing decision making that leads to ŵoƌe sustaiŶaďle deĐisioŶs.͛ In many ways 
transparency can be seen as the key to sustainability in that ͚oŶĐe a ĐoŵpaŶǇ ŵakes a 
ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt to tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ, the ƌest ŵust folloǁ͛ (CSR Reporting 2011, webpage). Looking 
to the future greater transparency can be seen to be crucial in creating the momentum 
within companies to actively address environmental and social impacts and challenges and 
more generally in driving corporate performance.  
 
Frame of Reference and Method of Enquiry 
 
In an attempt to obtain an exploratory review of how the forest, paper and 
packaging industry is publicly addressing and reporting on their sustainability strategies and 
achievements the top ten global companies, (as measured by 2015 sales and as listed by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers 2016)), namely International Paper, Kimberley-Clark, Svenska-
Cellulosa (SCA), Oji Paper, Westrock, UPM-Kymmene, Stora Enso, Smurfit Kappa, Sumitomo 
Forestry, Nippon Paper Group, were selected for study. As the leading players within the 
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industry the selected companies might be seen to reflect contemporary approaches to 
sustainability within the sector and be keen to publicise their sustainability initiatives to a 
wide audience. Increasingly large companies employ the Internet to report on their 
sustainability strategies and achievements. This led the authors to conduct a digital Internet 
seaƌĐh foƌ iŶfoƌŵatioŶ, usiŶg the keǇ phƌase ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌt͛ aŶd the Ŷaŵe of eaĐh of 
the selected packaging companies. This search was undertaken in May 2017, employing 
Google as the search engine, and the most recent report for each of the selected companies 
obtained via this search formed the empirical material for this paper.  
More specifically the authors took the decision to tease out the key themes and 
narratives by a close reading and review of the sustainability reports. The aim is not to offer 
a sǇsteŵatiĐ aŶd detailed Đoŵpaƌatiǀe aŶalǇsis aŶd eǀaluatioŶ of the seleĐted ĐoŵpaŶies͛ 
approaches to sustainability and the specific examples and quotations are employed 
primarily for illustrative rather than comparative purposes, with the focus being on 
conducting an exploratory examination of the current sustainability issues being addressed 
by the leading companies within the forest, paper and packaging industry  rather than on 
providing a systematic analysis and comparative evaluation of sustainability policies and 
achievements of these companies. Unless specifically cited all quotations are drawn from 
the seleĐted ĐoŵpaŶies͛ sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌts ;Taďle ϭͿ. The paper is based on information 
that is in the public domain and the authors took the considered view that they did not need 
to contact the selected companies to obtain formal permission prior to conducting their 
research. 
 
When outlining the issues of reliability and validity in relation to information on the 
Internet, Saunders et.al. (2009) emphasised the importance of the authority and reputation 
of the source and the citation of a specific contact individual who can be approached for 
additional information. In reviewing the sustainability reports the authors felt that the two 
conditions were met.  At the same time the authors recognise that the approach chosen has 
its limitations in that there are issues in the extent to which a company's public statements 
fulsomely, and in detail, reflect strategic corporate thinking and whether or not such 
pronouncements might be considered little more than carefully constructed public relation 
exercises. However the authors believe that their approach offers a suitable approach for 
the current exploratory study. 
Findings 
The findings revealed that nine of the selected companies, namely International 
Paper, Kimberley-Clark, Svenska-Cellulosa (SCA), Oji Paper, Westrock, UPM-Kymmene, 
Smurfit Kappa, Sumitomo Forestry, Nippon Paper Group, within the forest, paper and 
packaging industry had published dedicated sustainability reports while Stora Enso 
produced a sustainability report as part of its annual report. The reports were variously 
desĐƌiďed as a ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌt, sustainability review, sustainable 
development report and corporate social responsibility report, and in the case of UPM-
Kymmene, a corporate environmental statement. Some of these reports were subtitled, 
seeŵiŶglǇ to Đaptuƌe the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s positiǀe Đoŵŵitment to sustainability, for example as 
͚SustaiŶaďilitǇ iŶ EǀeƌǇ Fiďƌe͛ (Smurfit Kappa), ͚IŶ Ouƌ Natuƌe͛ (International Paper). 
͛‘espoŶsiďilitǇ to ‘esults͛ (Westrock), ͚ShapiŶg the Futuƌe ǁith Tƌees͛ (Nippon Paper Group) 
and ͚SustaiŶaďilitǇ foƌ a Betteƌ Life͛ (Kimberley-Clark). Two sets of themes, namely the 
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environmental, social and economic issues on which the selected packaging companies 
report on sustainability and the nature of the reporting process, merit attention. 
Firstly the majority of the selected companies emphasised their corporate concern 
for, and commitment to, sustainability. The International Paper Group, for example, 
emphasised its ͚ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt to the highest ethiĐal aŶd sustaiŶaďilitǇ staŶdaƌds is guided ďǇ 
a basic principle: do the right things for the right reasons. This affects everything we do - 
from employee and community engagement, to our use of natural resources and our 
commitment to forest stewardship, to our impact on the planet. In a similar vein Stora Enso, 
reported that its ͚sustainability strategy is incorporated into the wider company business 
strategy, that ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ is a keǇ eleŵeŶt of Stoƌa EŶso͛s Đoƌpoƌate goǀeƌŶaŶĐe͛ and that 
͚the Chief EǆeĐutiǀe OffiĐeƌ Đaƌƌies the ultiŵate ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ foƌ the suĐĐessful 
implemeŶtatioŶ of ouƌ sustaiŶaďilitǇ stƌategǇ.͛  In ͚A Message fƌoŵ Ouƌ Chief EǆeĐutiǀe 
OffiĐeƌ͛, Tom Falk claimed that ͚sustaiŶaďilitǇ has ďeeŶ ĐeŶtƌal to KiŵďeƌleǇ-Clark since we 
ďegaŶ opeƌatioŶ ŵoƌe thaŶ ϭ4Ϭ Ǉeaƌs ago͛ and that ͚thƌoughout ouƌ histoƌǇ, ǁe͛ǀe 
coŶtiŶuouslǇ iŵpƌoǀed hoǁ ǁe opeƌate aŶd eŵďed sustaiŶaďle pƌaĐtiĐes iŶto ouƌ ďusiŶess.͛ 
UPM-Kymmene stressed that the company ͚is Đoŵŵitted to sustaiŶaďle deǀelopŵeŶt͛ and 
that ͚ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ aŶd a holistiĐ appƌoaĐh to eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal issues aƌe keǇ ďuildiŶg blocks 
of͛ the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s ͚safe aŶd ƌespoŶsiďle ďusiŶess opeƌatioŶs aŶd pƌoduĐt deǀelopŵeŶt.͛ 
Some of the selected companies explicitly identified a number of strategic priorities. 
Within its sustainability strategy International Paper, for example, identified ͚siǆ stƌategiĐ 
foĐus aƌeas͛ namely safety; stakeholder engagement; ethics and compliance; forest 
stewardship; greenhouse gas emissions; and water use. The company  stressed its belief 
that ͚a shaƌp foĐus͛ on these areas ͚ǁill help us ĐoŶtiŶue to ŵoǀe in the right direction on 
soŵe of the ŵost ĐƌitiĐal issues foƌ ouƌ ĐoŵpaŶǇ aŶd the ĐoŵŵuŶities iŶ ǁhiĐh ǁe opeƌate.͛ 
The company stressed, for example, that ͚ethiĐal ďehaǀiouƌ aŶd peƌsoŶal iŶtegƌitǇ aƌe at the 
Đoƌe of ouƌ Đultuƌe͛ and that ͚these ǀalues extend beyond our employees to our suppliers, 
ǁho aƌe ƌeƋuiƌed to ŵaiŶtaiŶ the saŵe leǀel of ethiĐs aŶd iŶtegƌitǇ iŶ theiƌ dealiŶgs ǁith us.͛ 
In a similar vein Smurfit Kappa identified ͚fiǀe stƌategiĐ sustaiŶaďilitǇ pƌioƌities͛ namely 
forest management; climate change; water management; waste management; and people. 
“oŵe of the seleĐted ĐoŵpaŶies also stƌessed theiƌ ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt to the ͚ĐiƌĐulaƌ eĐoŶoŵǇ͛ 
which looks to keep resources in use for as long as possible and to recover and regenerate 
products and materials at the end of each service life. UPM-Kymmene, for example, 
emphasised its ͚ĐoŵŵitŵeŶt to ďe the fƌoŶtƌuŶŶeƌ iŶ sustaiŶaďilitǇ aŶd ĐiƌĐulaƌ eĐoŶoŵǇ iŶ 
ouƌ iŶdustƌǇ͛ while Smurfit Kappa stressed its commitment to ͚desigŶiŶg ouƌ opeƌatioŶs 
around a cirĐulaƌ eĐoŶoŵǇ ŵodel͛ in which ͚the pƌoduĐtiǀitǇ of the ƌesouƌĐes ǁe use is 
ŵaǆiŵised aŶd ǁaste, iŶĐludiŶg ĐaƌďoŶ dioǆide eŵissioŶs, is ŵiŶiŵised.͛ 
More generally the selected packaging companies evidenced their strategic 
commitment to sustainability across a wide range of environmental, social and economic 
agendas. A number of environmental issues were addressed including climate change and 
greenhouse gas emissions, energy efficiency, sustainable forest management, preserving 
biodiversity, water management and waste management and recycling. Under the banner 
͚Cliŵate ĐhaŶge IŶitiatiǀes͛, the Nippon Paper Group, for example, reported on ͚ƌeduĐiŶg 
ĐaƌďoŶ dioǆide eŵissioŶs at eǀeƌǇ stage of ouƌ ďusiŶess aĐtiǀities͛ and more specifically on 
͚aĐtiǀelǇ usiŶg ďioŵass aŶd ǁaste fuels to ƌeduĐe fossil eŶeƌgǇ use͛, on ͚ǁoƌkiŶg to pƌoŵote 
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gƌeeŶ logistiĐs͛ and on ͚seƋuesteƌiŶg atŵospheƌiĐ ĐaƌďoŶ dioǆide iŶ foƌests aŶd food 
pƌoduĐts.͛ Smurfit Kappa recognised that ͚the pƌoduĐtioŶ aŶd use of fossil eŶeƌgǇ is oŶe of 
the majoƌ ĐoŶtƌiďutoƌs to gƌeeŶhouse gas eŵissioŶs aŶd Đliŵate ĐhaŶge gloďallǇ͛, that 
͚papeƌ pƌoduĐtioŶ is eŶeƌgǇ iŶteŶsiǀe͛ and that ͚ouƌ iŶdustƌǇ͛s ĐhalleŶge is to ƌeduĐe the 
eŶeƌgǇ iŶteŶsitǇ of pƌoduĐtioŶ.͛ More specifically the company reported a reduction of 22.6 
% in its relative fossil carbon dioxide emissions from its paper and board mills between 2005 
and 2015 and a 10% improvement in the energy usage per tonne of paper produced at its 
mills during the same time period. Westrock reported that ͚a keǇ eleŵent in our strategy to 
reduce greenhouse gases is leveraging what we do best – usiŶg ďioŵass.͛ More specifically 
the company reported that its integrated kraft paper mills, which are its most energy 
intensive manufacturing facilities, burn renewable biomass to generate 60% of their energy 
needs. Westrock also reported having established a goal to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from its manufacturing facilities by 20% in the ten years up to 2025.  
 Forest and plantation management is an important theme within many of the 
selected sustainability reports. Sumitomo Forestry, for example, recognised that ͚foƌests 
perform a variety of functions for the public good, such as storing and purifying water, 
preventing floods and landslides, absorbing and retaining carbon dioxide, which is linked to 
gloďal ǁaƌŵiŶg, aŶd pƌeseƌǀiŶg ďiodiǀeƌsitǇ͛ and claimed that the company ͚adǀaŶĐes 
sustainable forest management both in Japan and overseas to ensure that timber resources 
will be available in perpetuity while preserving the puďliĐ fuŶĐtioŶs of foƌests.͛ Stora Enso, 
emphasised that ͚sustaiŶaďle foƌest ŵaŶageŵeŶt is iŶ ouƌ iŵŵediate aŶd loŶg teƌŵ 
interest, as it keeps forests healthy and productive, and thus helps secure the long-term 
availability of the renewable resources we use.͛ The company claimed that its ͚poliĐǇ oŶ 
ǁood aŶd fiďƌe souƌĐiŶg Đoǀeƌs the eŶtiƌe ĐǇĐle of foƌest aŶd plaŶtatioŶ ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛ and 
that ͚ĐoŵpliaŶĐe ǁith ŶatioŶal legislatioŶ is oŶlǇ the staƌtiŶg poiŶt foƌ ouƌ ǁoƌk͛ which also 
includes supporting and implementing ͚ǀoluŶtaƌǇ foƌest ĐoŶseƌǀatioŶ aŶd ƌestoƌatioŶ 
ŵeasuƌes͛ ͚tƌee ďƌeediŶg͛, desigŶed, foƌ eǆaŵple, to iŵpƌoǀe the pƌoduĐtiǀitǇ aŶd ƋualitǇ of 
eucalyptus trees grown on company plantations and participation in ͚Ŷuŵeƌous loĐal aŶd 
global forestry assoĐiatioŶs, Ŷetǁoƌks aŶd pƌogƌaŵŵes.͛  
Smurfit Kappa reported on its approach to sustainably sourcing fibres at its 
plantations and forestry operations. The company argued that ͚ǁe ďelieǀe foƌests ĐaŶ supplǇ 
sufficient quantities of sustainable, renewable souƌĐes of fiďƌe ǁheŶ ŵaŶged ǁell͛ and 
claimed that ͚eǀeƌǇthiŶg ǁe do is suďjeĐt to stƌiĐt pƌiŶĐiples of sustaiŶaďilitǇ aŶd the highest 
staŶdaƌds of pƌaĐtiĐe to eŶsuƌe sustaiŶaďle foƌest ŵaŶageŵeŶt.͛ That said the company 
recognised that globally forest areas are decreasing and that continuing deforestation is a 
growing concern for stakeholders and that wood fibres cannot be endlessly recycled but 
suggested that research was required to extend the lifespan of fibres. The Nippon Paper 
Group reported on the establishment, in 2016, of its ͚PoliĐǇ oŶ the PƌeseƌǀatioŶ of 
BiodiǀeƌsitǇ͛ which, inter alia, recognised ͚the pƌoteĐtioŶ of ďiodiǀeƌsitǇ as a ĐƌitiĐal soĐial 
issue͛ and looked to ͚pƌoŵote the deǀelopŵeŶt of teĐhŶologies, pƌoduĐts aŶd seƌǀiĐes that 
contribute to pƌeseƌǀatioŶ of ďiodiǀeƌsitǇ aŶd the sustaiŶaďle use of eĐosǇsteŵ seƌǀiĐes.͛ 
Water management is an important issue for many of the selected packaging 
companies. Stora Enso, for example, recognised that water played a central role in the 
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ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s pƌoduction, heating, cooling and cleaning processes and in the generation of 
hǇdƌoeleĐtƌiĐitǇ. While the ŵajoƌitǇ of the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s pƌoduĐtioŶ plaŶts aƌe loĐated iŶ aƌeas 
where water is relatively abundant there is a clear recognition that ͚gloďal ǁateƌ sĐaƌĐity 
may still impact our operations in the long term through our supply chains, and as controls 
oŶ pollutioŶ, ƌeĐǇĐliŶg aŶd ǁateƌ pƌiĐiŶg aƌe tougheŶed.͛ In a similar vein International 
Paper emphasised that ͚ǁateƌ is esseŶtial to ouƌ ŵaŶufaĐtuƌiŶg pƌoĐesses, so it is crucial 
that we actively seek ways to use water effectively and in harmony with local communities 
aŶd eĐosǇsteŵ Ŷeeds͛ and the company reported on its achievements in reducing 
freshwater consumption at three manufacturing plants in Florida, California and 
Pennsylvania in the US and at a paper mill at Saillat sur Vienne in west central France. 
Svenska-Cellulosa reported that it had been evaluating water risks at its own production 
facilities since 2011 but that it had begun conducting such assessments at all of its 54 pulp 
suppliers and this assessment is to updated regularly.  
Waste management is seen to be an important element in many of the selected 
packaging companies sustainability plans and programmes. UPM-Kymmene claimed that 
͚ƌeduĐiŶg the amount of solid waste and increasing reuse are key objectives at all UPM 
ŵills.͛ More specifically the company reported that the emphasis is sorting waste at source, 
that a large part of the process waste is used either as raw material or in energy production 
and that the majority of solid waste sent to landfill sites has been reduced significantly in 
recent years due to efficiency gains in the production process. At the same time while the 
company recognised that landfill sites used to deposit solid waste account for the most 
significant environmental impact in waste management it claimed to be monitoring this 
impact in line with the relevant statutory regulations. Kimberley-Clark outlined its ͚zeƌo-
ǁaste ŵiŶdset͛ and suggested it was ͚aďout ƌeĐogŶiziŶg the value of materials that go into 
ouƌ pƌoduĐts aŶd paĐkagiŶg͛ and that ͚ǁheŶeǀeƌ ǁe ĐaŶ fiŶd ǁaǇs to ƌeduĐe, ƌeuse aŶd 
ƌeĐǇĐle these ŵateƌials͛ thus ͚keepiŶg theŵ iŶ ĐiƌĐulatioŶ-and out of the landfills. Sumitomo 
Forestry reported on initiatives to achieve zero emissions and to reduce industrial waste, to 
raise employee awareness and on the collection of wood waste generated through its 
manufacturing processes and its subsequent reuse as fuel. 
In reviewing the social dimensions of sustainability being addressed by the selected 
packaging companies a number of themes can be identified including, the importance of 
employees, the health, employee training and development, wellbeing and safety of 
employees, human rights and labour practices, diversity and equality of opportunity, 
employee representation and association, links with local communities and charitable 
donations. Oji Paper, for example, claimed ͚ouƌ people aƌe ǁhat diffeƌeŶtiates us fƌoŵ ouƌ 
competitors- they bring their great thinking , judgement and coŵŵitŵeŶt to ǁoƌk eǀeƌǇ daǇ͛ 
and when our people grow, our business grows, together we work to find the right 
deǀelopŵeŶt suppoƌt foƌ the iŶdiǀidual aŶd the sustaiŶed suĐĐess of ouƌ ďusiŶess.͛ Further 
Oji Paper reported working with Competenz, an industry training organisation, in New 
Zealand to develop skills and to promote nationally recognised qualifications within the 
company. Westrock reported that it ͚pƌoǀides eŵploǇees ǁith oppoƌtuŶities to eŶhaŶĐe theiƌ 
kŶoǁledge aŶd skills͛ and argued that by ͚pƌoǀiding training and career development 
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programmes we improve employee engagement at work resulting in greater job satisfaction 
for our co-ǁoƌkeƌs aŶd ďetteƌ ƌesults foƌ the ĐoŵpaŶǇ aŶd ouƌ stakeholdeƌs.͛ 
Svenska-Cellulosa emphasised that ͚the ǁoƌkiŶg eŶǀiƌonment and safety of its 
employees is of paramount importance to SCA and the company wants everyone to feel safe 
at ǁoƌk͛ and that ͚this ƌelates Ŷot oŶlǇ to the phǇsiĐal ǁoƌk eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt, ďut also to 
pƌoŵotiŶg a Đultuƌe ǁheƌe safetǇ alǁaǇs Đoŵes fiƌst.͛ Company policies and management 
systems on health safety, follow and control and extensive training are seen to be central in 
raising safety ambitions. Oji Paper recognised that ͚ouƌ ǁoƌksites aƌe high-hazard work 
environments where the highest level of industƌǇ safetǇ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe is ĐƌitiĐal ͚, stressed 
that ͛ǁe aƌe Đoŵŵitted to the safetǇ, health aŶd ǁellďeiŶg of eǀeƌǇ peƌsoŶ ǁho ǁoƌks ǁith 
us͛ aŶd that we believe that people perform at their best when their individual health and 
ǁellďeiŶg is suppoƌted.͛ More specifically Oji Paper reported on its ͚WellďeiŶg ChalleŶge͛ 
and ͚Fit4Woƌk͛ programmes which include health monitoring, and initiatives to promote 
weight and to encourage employees to make better lifestyle choices and to reduce 
absenteeism.  
Sumitomo Forestry stated its ͚BasiĐ PoliĐǇ oŶ ‘espeĐt foƌ HuŵaŶ ‘ights͛ namely ͚that 
everyone belonging to the Group shall respect people in terms of diversity such as gender, 
age, nationality, race , religion and disability and acknowledge that everyone is equal and 
that Ŷo disĐƌiŵiŶatioŶ ǁhatsoeǀeƌ ǁill ďe toleƌated.͛ The company also reported on 
measures taken to verify efforts to ensure human rights, on the prevention of sexual 
harassment and bullying in the workplace and on human rights training. In focusing on 
͚HuŵaŶ ‘ights, EŵploǇŵeŶt aŶd Laďoƌ ‘espoŶsiďilitǇ͛ the Nippon Paper Group reported 
that its ͚ďasiĐ staŶĐe͛ was on ͚the optiŵal appliĐatioŶ of diǀeƌse huŵaŶ ƌesouƌĐes ǁhilst 
eŶsuƌiŶg safetǇ aŶd disasteƌ pƌeǀeŶtioŶ.͛ More specifically the Nippon Paper Group reported 
meetings with Amnesty international to ͚deepeŶ ouƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of gloďal tƌeŶds iŶ 
huŵaŶ ƌights issues͛ and that it ͚ĐoŶsideƌs the Đultuƌe aŶd tƌaditioŶs of ƌesideŶts iŶ eaĐh 
ƌegioŶ of its oǀeƌseas affoƌestatioŶ opeƌatioŶs.͛ Stora Enso reported on working with BSR, a 
global not-for-profit organisation, to define and calculate living in Brazil, India, China, 
Pakistan, Russia, Laos and Uruguay. In this exercise a living wage was defined a level of 
earnings that best corresponds to the actual costs of acquiring the goods and services that 
ae necessary for a basis standard of living and at the start of 2016 Stora Enso reported its 
current minimum salary levels exceeded the living wage estimates in all seven countries. 
A number of the selected companies reported on their commitment to, and links 
with, local communities and on their charitable donations. In reporting on its approach to 
͚CoŵŵuŶitǇ ‘elatioŶs͛ Svenska-Cellulosa claimed the wanted to ͚help solǀe soĐial 
ĐhalleŶges͛, and reported that the company ͚pƌioƌitizes soĐial iŶitiatiǀes ǁith a Đleaƌ liŶk to 
the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s ǀalues, eǆpeƌtise, opeƌatioŶs aŶd geogƌaphiĐ pƌeseŶĐe͛, that ͚ŵaŶǇ iŶitiatiǀes 
aƌe iŶ hǇgieŶe aŶd health, ofteŶ ƌelated to ǁoŵeŶ aŶd ĐhildƌeŶ͛ and that ͚these pƌojeĐts 
stƌeŶgtheŶ SCA͛s positioŶ iŶ the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ aŶd ďuild loǇaltǇ aŶd goodǁill.͛ By way of an 
illustration of its work Svenska-Cellulosa provides outline details of its support for 
adolescent girls in Mexico, sick and their parents in Hungary and more generally its help for 
communities struck by natural disasters. Under the banner ͚GiǀiŶg BaĐk is iŶ Ouƌ Natuƌe͛, 
International Paper reported on a number of global projects it supported either through 
donations or employee volunteering programmes. These projects included employee 
voluŶteeƌiŶg at a daŵ ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ site iŶ TaŶtikoŶda, Ŷeaƌ oŶe of the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s papeƌ 
10 
 
ŵills iŶ IŶdia, aŶd pƌoǀidiŶg food to ĐhildƌeŶ iŶ Ŷeed iŶ Naiƌoďi thƌough the ͚Woƌld Food 
Pƌogƌaŵ U“A͛ aŶd eŵpoǁeƌiŶg loǁ iŶĐoŵe ǇouŶg studeŶts iŶ Tƌes Lagoas iŶ Bƌazil.  
 
Economic issues generally received more limited explicit coverage in the 
sustainability reports and information posted by the selected packaging companies. Many 
companies report on economic issues indirectly mentioning the creation of employment 
opportunities and supplier relationships, for example, as part of wider commentaries on 
sustainability. That said one of the selected companies, Stora Enso, reported on the 
economic impacts of their business operations. Stora Enso ͚EĐoŶoŵiĐ AgeŶda͛ embraced 
three sets of issues namely, customers, supplier and investors. In prefacing its commentary 
on customers, for example, the company argued that ͚iŶĐƌeasiŶg gloďal ĐoŶsuŵeƌ deŵaŶd 
for sustainability is encouraging companies and brand owners to provide smart and safe 
solutioŶs to ŵeet eǀeƌǇdaǇ Ŷeeds.͛ The company claimed to be ͚deǀelopiŶg ouƌ eǆpeƌtise iŶ 
ƌeŶeǁaďle ŵateƌials to ŵeet Đustoŵeƌs͛ Ŷeeds thƌough pƌoduĐts ǁith high sustaiŶaďilitǇ 
peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe͛, to ͚ǁoƌk aĐtiǀelǇ togetheƌ ǁith ouƌ Đustoŵeƌs to iŵpƌoǀe the ŵaterial 
effiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal iŵpaĐt of ouƌ pƌoduĐts aŶd ƌelated pƌoduĐtioŶ pƌoĐesses͛ and 
to ͚ƌegulaƌlǇ ŵeasuƌe Đustoŵeƌ satisfaĐtioŶ.͛ In addressing the issue of investors Stora Enso 
recognised the tensions between the growth in the number of socially responsible investors 
and shareholder demands for financial profits from their investments and outlined how it 
looked to manage the challenges posed by such tensions and stressed the importance of 
timely and transparent communication with shareholders on environmental, social and 
governance issues. 
 
Secondly there are marked variations in the nature of the reporting process. There 
was little or no uniformity in the character and style of the sustainability reports published 
by the leading companies in the forest, paper and packaging industry and the reports varied 
considerably in length. At one end of the spectrum the Sumitomo Forestry report ran to 327 
pages and while the Smurfit Kappa, Svenska-Cellulosa, Stora Enso and Nippon Paper Group 
report were 100, 76, 75 and 70 pages respectively, at the other end the Oji Paper and 
Kimberley-Clark reports were 28 and 24 pages respectively. Some of the sustainability 
reports provided detailed structured narratives others offered a lighter and less detailed 
commentary. While all the selected companies included some data on environmental and 
social issues within their sustainability reports the scope and time scale and geographical 
coverage varied considerably. Thus while the Kimberley-Clarke report included very limited 
statistical soundbites to illustrate some targets and achievements the Stora Enso report 
included data on fossil carbon dioxide emissions, process water discharges, chemical oxygen 
demands and processed waste to landfill across a number of countries and plants in 
Northern and Western Europe. The selected companies often looked to illustrative general 
narrative in their sustainability reports ǁith Đaŵeo ͚Đase studies͛ aŶd ǁith gƌaphs, diagƌaŵs 
and photographic images.  
 
All the leading companies within the forest, paper and packaging industry made 
reference to external reporting guidelines. Westrock, Smurfit Kappa, Svenska-Cellulosa, 
Sumitomo Forestry, Nippon Paper Group, International paper Kimberley-Clarke, UPM-
Kymmene and Stora Enso stated that their reports had been prepared in accordance with 
GRI G4 Core reporting option while Oji Paper reported that it had ͚ƌefeƌƌed to the G‘I 
SustaiŶaďilitǇ ‘epoƌtiŶg GuideliŶes foƌ guidaŶĐe oŶlǇ iŶ the pƌoduĐtioŶ of this ƌepoƌt.͛ 
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Sumitomo Forestry also reported that it had been included in a number of Socially 
Responsible Investment indices including the FTSE4Good and the Morningstar Socially 
Responsible Index. More generally by way of external accreditation for its approach to 
sustainability Westrock highlighted that in 2016 the company had won the American Forest 
and Paper Association Sustainability Award for Leadership in Sustainability Safety 
 
While, as noted earlier in this paper, materiality and external assurance are seen to 
be central to the GRI G4 the leading companies in the forest, paper and packaging industry 
varied in their integration of these issues within the sustainability reporting process. The 
majority of the selected companies, namely International Paper, Svenska-Cellulosa, 
Kimberley-Clark, UPM-Kymmene, Smurfit Kappa, Stora Enso, Nippon Paper Group looked to 
introduce the concept of materiality into their sustainability reporting process but here was 
some variation in the mechanics of how materiality was determined. In constructing its 
materiality matrix Smurfit Kappa followed the approach recommended by the GRI in that 
the matrix axes focused on ͚sigŶifiĐaŶĐe of eĐoŶoŵiĐ, eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal aŶd soĐial iŵpaĐts͛ and 
͚iŶflueŶĐe oŶ stakeholdeƌ͛s assessŵeŶts aŶd deĐisioŶs͛ (Global Reporting Initiative 2011, 
p.8). Kimberley-Clark reported engaging Corporate Citizenship, a management consultancy, 
to conduct a materiality assessment to help develop ͚a ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe peƌspeĐtiǀe oŶ the 
future of the ďusiŶess͛, ǁhiĐh eŶaďled the ĐoŵpaŶǇ ͚to foĐus oŶ the Đoƌe eĐoŶoŵic, 
eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal aŶd soĐial topiĐs that aƌe iŶtegƌal to suppoƌtiŶg aŶd gƌoǁiŶg ouƌ ĐoŵpaŶǇ.͛ 
This assessment embraced seven sets of international stakeholder groups, namely suppliers, 
customers, distributors, employees, investors, labour/trade organisations and non-
governmental organisations. The These stakeholder groups were asked to determine both 
the importance of each material issue and the impact they considered each would have on 
the business and these two sets of responses formed the axes for the sustainability 
materiality matrix. The materiality exercise conducted by International Paper focused on ͚a 
consideration of economic, environmental, social and governance matters that affect the 
aďilitǇ to Đƌeate oƌ eƌode ǀalue foƌ shaƌeholdeƌs͛ and as such might be effectively seen to 
ignore consideration of wider environmental, social or economic issues.  
 
Five of the selected companies, namely Kimberley-Clark, Svenska-Cellulosa, Stora 
Enso, Smurfit Kappa, Sumitomo Forestry commissioned independent external assurance 
while the Nippon Paper Group included some ͚Thiƌd PaƌtǇ CoŵŵeŶts͛ in its sustainability 
report and International Paper stated that it would be commissioning a limited external 
assurance exercise for its next report. The assurance assessments were limited either in the 
percentage of the issues on which the companies reported or more technically in terms of 
the nature of the assurance process. On the one hand the assurance exercise conducted for 
Stora Enso by Deloitte & Touche, for example, covered oŶlǇ the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s diƌeĐt aŶd 
indirect fossil carbon dioxide emissions and here Deloitte & Touche offered the limited 
assurance concluded that ͚ŶothiŶg has Đoŵe to ouƌ atteŶtioŶ that Đauses us to ďelieǀe that 
information subject to the assurance engagement is not prepared in all material aspects, in 
aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith the SustaiŶaďilitǇ ‘epoƌtiŶg guideliŶes G4.͛ On the other hand Smurfit 
Kappa, commissioned KPMG ͚to pƌoǀide liŵited assuƌaŶĐe oŶ the data aŶd teǆt͛ of its 
sustainability report and the auditors came to exactly the same conclusion. The third party 
ĐoŵŵeŶts oŶ the NippoŶ Papeƌ Gƌoup͛s sustaiŶaďilitǇ ƌepoƌt ĐoŵŵeŶded the ĐoŵpaŶǇ foƌ 
preparing its report in accordance with the G$ guidelines and for approach to preserving 
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biodiversity but also suggested that the company should look to keep its occupational 
accident rate and its employment rate for people with disabilities under review. 
 
Discussion 
 While the findings revealed that while the majority of the leading packaging 
companies publicly recognised the impacts their businesses have on the environment, on 
society, and to a lesser extent, on the economy, there are variations in the character, extent 
aŶd detail of the ƌepoƌtiŶg pƌoĐess. The paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies͛ geŶeƌallǇ idiosǇŶĐƌatiĐ 
approach to reporting on sustainability makes it difficult to make any meaningful 
comparisons between companies or to attempt any evaluation of the contribution the 
leading players within the industry are making towards the achievement of sustainability 
targets at national or international levels. This is not a problem per se, in that companies 
have no statutory obligation to report on sustainability, but in reviewing the leading 
paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies͛ ĐuƌƌeŶt appƌoaĐh to sustaiŶaďilitǇ fouƌ sets of issues of issues ŵeƌit 
discussion and reflection. 
 Firstly while the majority of the leading packaging companies emphasised their 
commitment to sustainability they can be seen, individually and collectively, to have 
constructed a specific definition of the concept. This definition is primarily built around 
business efficiency and cost savings and is driven more by business imperatives than by any 
concern with sustainability. Thus while many of the environmental agendas addressed by 
the selected companies are designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, energy, water 
consumption and waste, for example, they also serve to reduce costs. In a similar vein the 
paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies͛ ĐoŵŵitŵeŶts to theiƌ eŵploǇees foĐusiŶg foƌ eǆaŵple, upoŶ good 
working conditions, health and safety at work and training all help to promote stability, 
security, loyalty and efficiency within the workforce.  
The leading packaging companies might thus be seen to have constructed 
sustainability agendas, which are driven primarily, though not necessarily exclusively, by 
their own commercial interests. The accent being on efficiency gains across a wide range of 
economic, social and environmental issues rather than on maintaining the viability of 
natural ecosystems and reducing demands on finite natural resources. More generally Aras 
and Crowther (2009, p.279) argued that corporate sustainability reporting has the effect of 
oďsĐuƌiŶg ͚the effect of corporate activity upon the external environment and the 
ĐoŶseƋueŶt iŵpliĐatioŶs foƌ the futuƌe͛͛ and that ͚oŶe of the effects of persuading that 
corporate activity is sustainable is that the cost of capital for the firm is reduced as investors 
are misled into thinking that the level of risk involved in their investment is lower than it 
aĐtuallǇ is.͛ In a similar vein Banerjee (2008, p.51) has argued that ͚despite theiƌ 
emancipatory rhetoric, discourses of corporate citizenship, social responsibility and 
sustainability are defined by narrow business interests and serve to curtail the interests of 
eǆteƌŶal stakeholdeƌs.͛  
 
Earlier in this paper the authors suggested that corporate sustainability was also 
increasingly seen to incorporate the concept of the creation of shared value. While the 
leading packaging companies do not explicitly employ the term shared value in their 
sustainability reports a number of their sustainability commitments, to employees and 
communities, to investing in social welfare and to environmental stewardship, are 
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expressed within the idiom of shared value. However Crane et al. (2014) identified a number 
of weaknesses and shortcomings in the creation of the shared value model. More 
specifically Crane et al. (2014, p.131) argued that the model ͚igŶoƌes the teŶsioŶs ďetǁeeŶ 
soĐial aŶd eĐoŶoŵiĐ goals͛ that it is ͚Ŷaïǀe aďout the ĐhalleŶges of ďusiŶess ĐoŵpliaŶĐe͛ and 
that it is ͚ďased oŶ a shalloǁ ĐoŶĐeptioŶ of the ĐoƌpoƌatioŶ͛s ƌole iŶ soĐietǇ.͛ In examining 
the first of these concerns, for example, Crane et al. (2014, p136) suggested that ͚ŵaŶǇ 
corporate decisions related to social and environmental problems, however creative the 
decision-maker may be, do not present themselves as potential win-wins, but rather 
ŵaŶifest theŵselǀes iŶ teƌŵs of dileŵŵas.͛ As such Crane et al. (2014, p. 136) suggested 
that such dilemmas are effectively ͚ĐoŶtiŶuous stƌuggles ďetǁeen corporations and their 
stakeholdeƌs oǀeƌ liŵited ƌesouƌĐes aŶd ƌeĐogŶitioŶ.͛ In justifying their assertion that 
ĐƌeatiŶg shaƌed ǀalue is ďased oŶ a shalloǁ ƌeadiŶg of the ĐoƌpoƌatioŶ͛s ƌole iŶ soĐietǇ 
Crane et al. (2014, p. 140) argued that the model seeks to ͚ƌethiŶk the puƌpose of the 
corporation without questioning the sanctity of corporate self-iŶteƌest.͛  
Secondly materiality and assurance received limited attention from the leading 
packaging companies. Generally there was only limited reference, for example, as to how 
material issues were identified by the companies or to the role of a range of stakeholders in 
the identification process. As such the sustainability reports and information posted by the 
selected packaging might be seen to represent the eǆeĐutiǀe ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛s appƌoaĐh to 
sustainability rather than the potentially wider sustainability agendas and concerns of the 
ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s stakeholders. The approach to the construction of materiality matrices employed 
by some of the leading companies within the forest, paper and packaging industry might be 
seen to favour corporate business continuity goals, rather than more general 
environmental, social and economic concerns. McElroy (2011, webpage), for example, 
Đlaiŵed that this appƌoaĐh ͚essentially cuts out consideration of what are arguably the most 
ŵateƌial issues͛ namely ͚the ďƌoad soĐial, eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal iŵpaĐts of aŶ 
oƌgaŶisatioŶ ƌegaƌdless of hoǁ theǇ ƌelate to  a paƌtiĐulaƌ ďusiŶess plaŶ oƌ stƌategǇ.͛ More 
specifically this corporate privileging of sustainability goals might be seen to be reflected in 
the relatively lower status attached to animal welfare, freedom of association and collective 
bargaining, biodiversity and responsible remuneration in the materiality matrix in the 
Kimberley-Clark sustainability report.  
 
 At the same time the independent external assurance of can be seen to be 
problematic. While some of the leading companies in the forest, paper and packaging 
industry did commission external assurance the scope of the assurance exercises was 
limited as noted earlier others did not report on commissioning such assurance exercises. 
This can be seen to reduce the credibility, integrity and reliability of the sustainability 
reporting process undertaken by the leading in the forest, paper and packaging industry 
That said the selected companies are large, complex and dynamic organisations and 
capturing and storing comprehensive information and data throughout the supply chain in a 
variety of geographical locations and then providing access to allow external assurance is a 
challenging and a potentially costly venture. Thus ǁhile data oŶ a ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s ĐaƌďoŶ 
eŵissioŶs ŵaǇ ďe sǇsteŵatiĐallǇ ĐolleĐted, Đollated aŶd audited as paƌt of the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s 
environmental commitments, information on their impact on local communities and levels 
of staff satisfaction may be more difficult to measure, collate, interpret and assure. 
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Currently some of the leading companies within the forest, paper and packaging industry 
choose not to publicly pursue such an exercise.  
 
Thirdly with an eye to the future while the sustainability reports posted by a number 
of the leading companies within the forest, paper and packaging industry are couched 
within the idiom of continuing growth and business expansion there are tensions between 
continuing growth, and sustainability. These paĐkagiŶg ĐoŵpaŶies͛ ĐoŵŵitŵeŶts to gƌoǁth 
are evidenced in a number of ways. Smurfit Kappa, for example, stressed its approach to 
sustainable development ͚has deliǀeƌed ĐoŶsisteŶt gƌoǁth.͛ In his ͚Message͛ at the start of 
the sustainability report, Fumio Manoshiro, President of the Nippon Paper Group, stressed 
the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s commitment ͚to gƌoǁ ouƌ ďusiŶess oǀeƌ the loŶg teƌŵ͛ and that it would 
͚ŵake the ďest of gƌoǁth oppoƌtuŶities͛ and more generally the company reported that its 
was ͚stƌiǀiŶg to aĐhieǀe sustaiŶaďle gƌoǁth aŶd iŶĐƌeases iŶ Đoƌpoƌate ǀalue.͛ However, with 
the exception of little more than a genuflection to the circular economic model mentioned 
earlier,  selected sustainability reports make little attempt to define sustainable growth and 
in many ways the term is used to refer to continuing economic growth. That said there are 
fundamental questions about whether continuing economic growth is compatible with 
sustainable development. On the one hand some critics would suggest that continuing 
economic growth and consumption, dependent as it is, on the seemingly ever increasing 
depletioŶ of the eaƌth͛s Ŷatuƌal ƌesouƌĐes is fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ iŶĐoŵpatiďle ǁith sustaiŶaďilitǇ. 
Higgins (2013, webpage), for example argued ͚the eĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth ǁe kŶoǁ todaǇ is 
diaŵetƌiĐallǇ opposed to the sustaiŶaďilitǇ of ouƌ plaŶet.͛  
 
On the other hand the dominant corporate argument is that continuing economic 
growth will inevitably be accompanied by the more efficient use of resources. This trend 
which is seen as either relative or absolute decoupling (relative decoupling refers to using 
fewer resources per unit of economic growth while absolute decoupling refers to a total 
reduction in the use of resources) underpins many conventional definitions of sustainability 
and the vast majority of current corporate sustainability strategies and programmes. 
However decoupling is seen by some critics as an elusive goal and Conrad and Cassar 
(2014,p 6370) suggested that ͚a suďstaŶtial ďodǇ of ƌeseaƌĐh has cast doubts on whether 
ĐouŶtƌies ĐaŶ tƌulǇ gƌoǁ theiƌ ǁaǇ out of eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal pƌoďleŵs.͛ In a similar vein 
Wiedmann et al. (2015, p. 6271) argued that ͚aĐhieǀeŵeŶts iŶ deĐoupliŶg iŶ adǀaŶĐed 
economies are smaller than reported or even non-eǆisteŶt͛ and this, in turn, may be seen to 
ultimately undermine the potential to achieve sustainable growth. Arguably more radically 
Jackson (2009, p. 57) concluded a discussion of what he described as ͚the ŵǇth of 
deĐoupliŶg͛ by arguing that ͚it is eŶtiƌelǇ faŶĐiful to suppose that deep eŵissioŶ aŶd 
ƌesouƌĐe Đuts ĐaŶ ďe aĐhieǀed ǁithout ĐoŶfƌoŶtiŶg the stƌuĐtuƌe of ŵaƌket eĐoŶoŵies.͛  ͛ 
Equally critically Castro (2004) has questioned the very possibility of sustainable 
development under capitalism and argued that economic growth relies upon the continuing 
and inevitable exploitation of both natural and social capital. 
 
At the same time a number of the leading packaging companies reported on how 
their commitment to innovation and to harnessing a wide range of new developments in 
technology would be vitally important in improving efficiency across the sustainability 
spectrum and in helping to deliver sustainable growth. Smurfit Kappa, for example stressed 
its commitment to ͚dƌiǀe iŶŶoǀatioŶ aŶd sustaiŶaďilitǇ foƌ loŶg teƌŵ suĐĐess͛ and claimed 
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͛ǁe use sustaiŶaďilitǇ as a leŶs through which to focus our innovation strategy and 
pƌoĐesses͛ and Svenska-Cellulosa emphasised that the company ͚deǀelops iŶŶoǀatioŶs foƌ 
people aŶd Ŷatuƌe͛ and that ͚these Ŷeǁ solutioŶs offeƌ iŵpƌoǀeŵeŶts foƌ the useƌ oƌ foƌ the 
eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt.͛ More generally Clark and Dickson (2003, p. 8059) suggested that ͚the Ŷeed foƌ 
sustainable development initiatives to mobilize appropriate science and technology has long 
ďeeŶ ƌeĐogŶized͛ and advances in technology are often seen to provide the best way of 
promoting greater efficiency. However while Schor (2005, p.310) recognised that ͚adǀoĐates 
of technological solutions argue that more intelligent design and technological innovation 
ĐaŶ dƌaŵatiĐallǇ ƌeduĐe oƌ eǀeŶ stop the depletioŶ of eĐologiĐal ƌesouƌĐes͛ he argued that 
such approaches ͚fail to address increases in the scale of production and consumption, 
sometimes even arguing that such increases are not unsustainable if enough natural-capital-
saǀiŶg teĐhŶiĐal ĐhaŶge oĐĐuƌs.͛ 
 
Conclusion 
  
All the leading companies within the forestry, paper and packaging industry publicly 
reported on their commitments to sustainability and on their achievements in meeting such 
commitments. A number argued that by integrating sustainability into their businesses, they 
are creating sustainable value, are better placed to provide long term growth and financial 
security for all stakeholders and to enhance their market position and reputation. However 
the authors argue that the selected companies definitions of, and commitments to, 
sustainability can be interpreted as being driven as much by business imperatives as by any 
fundamental commitments to sustainability. Thus the accent currently appears to be on 
making efficiency gains across a wide range of economic, social and environmental issues 
rather than on maintaining the viability and integrity of natural ecosystems and on reducing 
demands on finite natural resources. As such the leading companies within the forest, paper 
and packaging industry aƌe, at ďest, puƌsuiŶg a ͚ǁeak͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ a ͚stƌoŶg͛ ŵodel of 
sustainability. More critically the authors suggest that the selected ĐoŵpaŶies͛ 
commitments to sustainability are couched within existing business models centred on 
continuing growth and consumption and that current policies might be viewed as little more 
thaŶ geŶufleĐtioŶs to sustaiŶaďilitǇ. This eĐhoes ‘opeƌ͛s ;ϮϬϭϮͿ belief that weak 
sustainability represents ͚a Đoŵpƌoŵise that esseŶtiallǇ ƌeƋuiƌes ǀeƌǇ little ĐhaŶge fƌoŵ 
dominant economic driven practices but effectively works to defuse opposition, increase 
legitimacy and allow business as usual.      
 Looking to the future and in the face of growing media, investor, customer, pressure 
groups and government scrutiny, the leading companies within the forest, paper and 
packaging industry may seek to further develop, and adopt, a more rigorous and 
transparent approach to, their sustainability reporting. Here the leading players in the 
forest, paper and packaging industry may want to address how they can continue to reflect 
on corporate approaches to sustainability, on the development of such approaches over 
time and on how to bring greater value and transparency to the reporting process. At the 
same time future academic research agendas might usefully build on the current paper by 
focusing on a number of avenues of enquiry. These include, for example, market research 
into custoŵeƌs͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of the eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶtal aŶd social impacts of the forest, paper 
and packaging industry and its impact on purchasing behaviour, investigations into if, and 
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how, the forest, paper and packaging industry looks to manage sustainability issues within 
the supply chain and if, and how, greater transparency in the sustainability reporting 
process is reflected in corporate investment and profitability. 
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